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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: 



I informed Alison de Runtz that the title was too long and suggested deleting the term method from the title. 
Alison de Runtz stressed her opinion that since the claims included a method the term needed to be in the title. 

I questioned Alison de Runtz about the phrase "DC to DC converter" in Claim 44. Alison de Runtz informed me 
that the term "DC to DC converter" was correct and supported by the disclosure. 

On 01/31/2005, 1 informed Alison de Runtz, that the claimed "biasing force" was insufficient to overcome the prior 
art, namely the Brenan et al. reference. I suggested adding a -biasing element- as a possible solution. 

On 02/01/2005, Alison de Runtz and I discussed the elements in Brenan et al., Figure 3. With the labeled 
"Figure 3" in the upper right hand corner, I identified the "resilient housing" as the diaphragms (not labeled), "the 
member" as the horizontal rod (not labeled) connecting the two diaphragms and the actuator as elements 1-3. I further 
informed Alison de Runtz, that the pump in Figure 3, move between three positions. The first position was as depicted 
in Figure 3, position 2 would move the member to the right, and position three would move it the left. As depicted in 
Figure 3, the pump was biased into the first position. 

Alison de Runtz informed me, that she would fax a proposed amendment (received on 02/01/2005, now 
attached) including changes to further define the inlet connections. 

On 02/03/2005, 1 informed Alison de Runtz, that the proposed changes appeared to be fine. I further suggest 
making similar changes to the method claims. Alison de Runtz informed me that she would fax a proposed 
amendment (received on 02/04/2005, now attached). 

After reviewing the proposed amendment, I informed Alison de Runtz that the changes over came the prior art 
and suggested faxing an amendment to be entered by an Examiner Amendment. 

Alison de Runtz agreed with all the changes set forth in the Examiner's Amendment. 



